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INTRODUC%ION AND OVERVIEW
- "Man is the only animal that laughs and weeps,.for he .
is the only animal that is struck with the difference
between what things are and what they ojght to be."

.

. w:lllam Hazlatt

3 Lo

This document represents one in a se¢|es of. efforts to close a large
and widening gap between what is and what ought to be - betwgen racially
) ‘ } . ‘ ‘
and économically segregated public schooling and racially and economi~

callnintegrated schooling 'in New York State: It is the direct outgrowth

P

of the Vbluntary Interdistrict School Integration Conference held in
. . )

Roghester, New York, on November 7-9, 1982. The Conference was sponsored’

by :the Project Urban-Suburban Interdistrict Transfer Program with agsist-

;nce from the, Graduate School of Education and Human DeVelopment of the
University of Rochester. Leadership for the conference was provided by a

steering committee of conceéﬁed citizers (Appendix A). Financial support
\J

“for the Conference was provided by the Marie F. and Joseph C. Wilson*

Foundation. ;

1

The Wilson family, which is 5ynonymous with the growth and image of

:;4”?5’- ' - ¢ -

2

. Xerox Corporatl n, continues to extend its leadership to the communifty.
."‘i
+The late Josephqg) Wslson was one of the few tndustrlal leadlers to play an

active role in the early efforts to desegregate the Rochester schools. As

president of the Monrbe County Legislature, Wilson's son, J. Richard Wilson,
. \ - . N .
was one of the few political leaders.to‘listen’sympathet{calIy to plans to

» .

reduce minority group isolation in Monroe County Schools. This grant «from

-

the Wilson Foundation furthers the Wilson fami[y(s ideals. The conference,
L T o
howevér,‘was not designed as an end in itself, but:

-
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"To develop a specific plan for improving and expanding

* voluntary interdistrict integration in New York State.'!
. 7
This objective guided the®development of the content of the Conference
. - 4
program as well as the list of invited participants. The major topics of

the Conference included: reaffirmation that school integration is worth

‘the struggle; successes and failures of integration both in New York State

and elsewhere; case analyses of individual voluntary inter-district desegre=~’

¢ -

§atiqn programs; major positive and negative forces in achieving school
. . 4

integration; and comparative perspectives from administrators in the State

__Education Department, city and suburban school districts, and from school

v

"which we judged to‘be most helpful in formulating ahp4an for improving and

-

board members.

The presenters and audience were composed of some of the most competent
and dedicated advocates for voluntary interdistrict desegregation in New "

York State as well as the rest of the country. Their names and addresses

.
[y

as well as a copy of the program are iﬁéluded (Appendices B and C).

This report does not represent the delibéfations»df these people in the ’

-

) ] . ’
usual sense of a conference report. Proceedings are not reprdduced verbatim,

1 E
nor is the chronology of conference topics strictly adhered to. lInstead, we

»

have attempted to‘distill and include those thoughts, arguments, and data

[

expandlng ‘voluntary |1terd‘str|ct integration in New York State. Additionél

materlal was included from other sources where deemed necessary Where we

x
v

\
have relied extensively on a single presentation or article, we have credited
the speaker or au;hor. Many of the thoughts represented in this report, v
v "l
however, have emanated from numerous sources. < ’

) : ' | .




. Qﬁfﬁe body of ghe report is divided into five sections. * The first .

_ three describe trends over thfrty‘yea?s in the amount of segregation, n

efforts to remedy ségregation, and ,the ramifications of.segregation.' e .

s “ L - -

One,. ”Racigl'lso]atjon in the Scﬁools: 1980's Perspective'! describes

|
|

_ changes in the nature and degree of racial isolation in the schools :
, . . X . ', :
nearly three decades after Brown v.Board of Education. Two,"Judicial |
|
|
|
|
|

Remedies- for Racial lIsolation in Public Schools' sketches the diminfish-

. ing power of the heretofore mos t importapt force for school integration -

. ’

the courts. Three, ”Ra@ificatioﬁs of Racial Separatian' reconsiders the -
twin érgumepts for infegratjdn - cultural pluralism and equal educational

opportudﬁby’- and buttréséeg these with a third.argument - freedom of

cboice - which ‘has heretofpré.been used to counter the first 'two grguments.

With* the preceding three trends as foreground, we proceed to con-

sideration of existing‘mode}? of interdistrict school desegregation in
i - .

Part Four: city/couﬁty federated districts, forced interqistrict trans-
’ . .- ‘)
fers, and voluntary interdistrict transfers. Finally, the gez;ral con-

‘ - L] ' - . -
% ditions for achieving voluntary interdistrict,schobl desegregatnog are

L]
. <

discussed in Part Five. The eight conditions are then discussed without .

. 7 . N h .
specific réeference to circumstances in New York State. - -
- . ‘ ! L J

1 e We conclude with a'four-steb plan. 'Gogies of this report are being ..

- circula}ed to conference participants and.other interested individuals.

1

Our next step will be to elicit advice on the meriés and feasibility of
» .

.the four-step plan. : U . 4 .
. \ . . ) ;
Guilbert C. Hentschke
] ’ Y
’ - William T. Lowe C ) -
r s O

v

. . N 3
y . ¢ University of Rochester

' ]

Co ‘ . N 1.21.83. ° X .
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, - One:* Racial Isolation in the Schools: 1980's Perspective
A -

The argument developed in this sectiom is that, while racial isolation 3

DAL . ' -

has been greatly‘dﬂced in schools in other parts of the United States, |
. |

schools in the‘yortheast, and New York State in particular, are among the
. /7 +

most segregated.

Racial segregation of students declined significantly in the United

States between 1968 and 1980.] The mo;;\SUbstantial changes, however,
* N

were Iimitei;to the regions that had beenh segregated by law before 1954,
i.e., the 11 states of the South and the 6 border sNtes.
The continuing problem of racial segregation of schools is basically

centered in the older industrial states and in largé cities that have
¢

- o —

experienced major racial change. The Northeast is the most segregated,

%
~

region and it has become more racially isolated during the seventies,

a because black students there are concentrated in predominantly nonwhite ¢

.
-

school districts that have never been ordered to implement a major de-
't segregation plan. - “a : ro )

- . Q
) Intense racial segregation is now focused in five areas of the United

-

e States. The five areas are:

'.Pennsylvania—NeW Jersey-New York-Connecticut . r )
. . \) .
.Hlinois-Missouri-indiana-Michigan oo~
_.Washington, D.C.-Maryland ‘ A .
. ’

.Alabama-Mississippi-Louisiana-Texas
» [

. . 3 - .
.Callfornlf . ‘ .

»

*in f&frteen states and the d?gtrict,of Columbia, at least 30 percent
. > ;

L)

of black students are in schools that have 90-100 percent'minority students.

/ , ' C




New York was. the 'second most segregated state in the United States >

for black students in 1980 (56 percent), behind I1linois (68 percent) and

just alead of Miehigéﬁ (51 percen;), New Jersey (50 percent), and

’ Pennsylvanla (49 perceﬁt). The 1980-81 school year found almost half of
the black students in the Northeast in 90-100 percent minority sehools,

while fewer than one quarter of the black students in the South were ie

such schools. T
.

- -

The data on Hispanic segregatson trends tell a dlfferent story,

] except that it"is equally bleak for New Yo;L State. éach reglon of the
country has become more segregated for Hispanics as thenr numbers have
grown rapidly in American sociéty. During the 1570-80 decade Hispanic

children grew as a proportion of all public school children from one-

twentieth to about one-twelfth. Hispanic children are now more likely
- - -

“than black chiidren to be in predominantly minority schools. Hispanic

children in the West and Northehst were far more likely to be in pre-
dominantly minerity schools in 1980 than black students in the South.
What happens to Hispanics will have a larger impact- on the West

than on any other region, because it has 44 percent of the nations Latino
" N ,
studeﬁtgz yet only 19 percent of all students. Outside the West, large

Hispanic populations are f0uq¢/fn,\ xas and several large metropolitan

~ .y L. . . . .
agsag such as New York, Miami, anq Chicago. Hispanics are concentrated

in a smaller number of states than blacks. The{problems of segregation

»

of Hispanic children are most severe in f?ur states, which have large
v

numbers of Latino children in schools that are 90-100 percent minority.

2

New York State led the list with 57 percent of its Hispanic students in

(%

%
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.

) ) .
thit category, followed by Texas (40 percent), New Jersey (35 percent),

-

and 11linois (32 percént).

Two: Judicjgj Remediesvfor Racjal lIsolation in Public Schools2

v - Y

Chief among the causes of this problem is the abdence of circum-

.-
'f?,

stances in the Northeast which fostered judicial (coukt ordered) remedies
) a4 .

elsewhere in the U.S. The older, more’ fragmented schog] governance

structyres in'Northgastern states stand in sharb contrmast to larger,

metropolitan school districts serving SMSA's in other parts of the.country.

In Brown v. Board of Education (1954) the Supreme Court ruled that '

.

State and local laws compelling or authorizing black students to be eqy-

]

]
cated separately from white students were Unconstitutional. The Court

3 ‘

. - .
//found that such laws caused a denial of the "equal protection of the laws"

/
demanded by the 14th Amendment. Until the early 1970's ‘all decisions
after Braown had inv?}ved schools once segregated by explicit state laws.
&

Over time, noncomplying school districts were igquired to do more than
vy ’
discontinue usfng discriminatory student and faculty assignment practices.

They were also r&@quired to eliminate the present effects of past df?crimi-

natory actions.
] . . .
Although some Northern and Western states 'had once had statutes or

Constitut ional provisions requiring\school segregation, they had long ago
) \
removed~such laws from their books. Their schools, however, were frequently

- . v

just-és segregated as Southern schools.

_Not until its 1973 decision in Keyes v. School District No. 1 did :

the Court focus on the major issue of ngnstatutory State involvement in the

creation or maintenance of school segregation. In .Keyes, the Court ruled

n

«

!
N
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that D ‘the»basis of

Enver school offi_cféls violated othe!‘oth Amendment on,

race a

e )

d mational origin, even though no statute required segregated
. <

schoolg. 1In essence, the Court said, "Prove that there was .a violation

B

i i

somewhé&re in & school district on, a significant scale, and you éé@

it - . . * . P
assume%?hat all the segregation in that school district was Unconstitu~ .
. 1 . N . -

RIEY
Y

\ s 10N . -
tlonal‘ind must be remedied." . . . p
{ .,
1 . . .
THat decision has remainedthe law for Northernm school cases ever
since.gélt was tested and reaffirmed in ‘1979 ih two cases from Ohio -

nd Columbus. In fact, almost every single Northern school .

that has gone to trial has been found to have a significant -

= v

to the members of the Supreme Court in Millikep that state and

v

icials had operated Detroit's schools in violétign of the

Congtitufion. The\issue before the Court was how the principles developed

4

in tHe Court's long line of cases dealing with schog segregation

-

remedies would be apgliéd in the context of delibekate schoo segregation .

within a predominantly black central city surrounded by a ring of white

~ »

. suburban school districts. .o
By 1973 Detroit's sghodj population was almost 70 percent black - .

30 percént white. The racial composition of the metropo{}tan student
' )
)

population was more than reversed, 8]\percent white - 19°percent black.

k)

In such a fabtu§l/ﬁinding, the lower courts concluded that desegregation




-

. - - . . -

,
.

efforts Timited to Detroit could not desegregate many’of Detroit's

/
v ] -

schools. Numerous schools would remain all black or all white. Further-

more, in the context of a predominantly white metropolitan area, even
~ ' . g

. with intradistrict desegregation, the.70 percent black Detreit school :

.

" system-would remain,las a whole, racially identifiable. Concluding !

- . S

that a single district plan would not meet the Corstitutional require-

-
a

ments af obtaining ''the greatest possible déqree of actual desegregation,'

v

the lower courts agread that a metropolitan remedy was needed.

The Sdpremg Court,vhowevef, raised high standards for-obtaining a

-

city-suburban mandatory desegregation plan. They declared that plain-

‘ .

tiffs had to go far beyond proving that it is essential to involve the

suburbs for any sensible'déSegregation plan. They had to prove, in
. <

Q

addition, that the suburbs, or the state government, or some responsible

legal body had a history of Unconstitutional action, thereby justifying
involvement of the suburban districts in a merger or exchange with the

- o

central city.

e ®

¢

In particular, the majority of the Mi+tiken Court indicated that an '

K —
. A d

interdistrict remedy may be justified if:

+

-

.Mthere has been a constitutional violation within one distrigt that
prodﬁces‘a significant segregative effect in another district'; or

."district lines have been deliberately drawn on the basis of race';

or State officials "contributed to the separation of the races by
drawing or redrawing school district lines'; or N
‘ <

.State officials "had contributed to the separation of the races...

by purposeful racially discriminatory use of state housing or

zoning iaws.”3 - ) . ’ .
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" Since Millikenq several judicial developments have been favorable to those

seeking an interdistrict remedy, .and we will note some of these later.

However, while it [5 still possible to pursue metropolitan desegre-

gation through the courts, Milliken has made such a strategy more’diff[-

cult. Pursuit of a case in one part of the couwf?& (or even a state)

will not unlock the door to a metgopolitan school remedy throughout‘fhe
& -

. ) kel

country, since all involve circumstances, such as manipulation of
- *

political. boundaries, that are somewhat special and idiosyncratic.
Given the fact that New York is one of the most segregated states.
in the nation, it is conceivable that judicial remedies could be pursued

here. Each case would of necessity focus on a single metropoijtan«area
. -

and the findings on +the case would not‘necessarily be applicable to cases

2

in other metropolitan areas in New York $tate. N

Three: Ramifications of Racial Separation

»

+ Racial isolation in schools hurts bdth students and the rest of

society in at least three interrelated ways. First, children in socially

' .

. % :
separate schools grow up with an inherent handicep'when t:sy try to

function in a multi-cultural adult world. Second, the handicapping

.
i

condition df racial isolation i€ exacerbated by the unfortunate fact that
. - * £

variations in the resources fé; schooling are linked to'réce. Third,
past arguments for equity which have sought equal resources across

schools and districts have, unfortunately,produced homogeneity of content,
robbing public school students and parents of schooling choices. Each of

1
»

these_ three issues is discussed here.
L4

/ 12
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The "Handicap of Racial lIsolation. Children in racially isg&ated

v géchools are‘increasipgly handicapped as they enter a society which is

f? increasingly multi-cultural. Their‘handigéb, while not physical, isAnQ‘

- . . N . . . .

lesssdebilitating. The world which our children will inherit will be .

much more culturally diverse than it is today. More important, "home'

will be more culturally diverse than it.is today. For example, in

California “minonity“ children elready constitute a majority of enroll-

ments in grades K 2 In New York'State, 30 pencent of our school children

are non-white and that percentage is climbing rapldly
&

"f we look at the demographies of our...(metropolitan areas), with

their majority black and Hispanic populations, the problem of the
. twenty-ﬁ@rst,centuny is going to be how can we help to teach whites

~to-achieve a reasonable Jevel of comfort within predominantly black

and Hispanic communities?" .
Benjamin Williams, Députy Supt.
Chicago Public Schools

~

-

All students will need to be educated to function as minorities. All
S -
students will need to develop skills of cross-cultural communication. |If /uf
the current generation of educational leaders doesn't take steps to elimi=
nate racial segregation, then subsequent generations will remain handicapped.
The nature of these hanaicapping"conditions for black, white, and brown
children is suggested not only by demographic trends, but by the general-

fzations we can gIean from research on the effects on children o- attending
racially integrated Stho%ﬁst This research evidence, accumulated over the
lgst twenty years, suggests tﬁa} there are positive social and cognitive
outcomes\for both miaerity and non-minority children.é For one, a majar

;review of research by RoBért Crain and Rita Mahard Ieoked at scores of

\studies conducted across the COGntry. They found a high probability that

s

[RIC - 13,
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black st?dents who began first grade 'in a desegregated seffingeperform

substantjally better d;ring their school career. A large-scale study

colmmissioned by the_Nationél institute of Edycation was completed just

last year. in that séuﬂy Wilrié Hawley and his associates fouﬁd the same -

thing. They founa substantial eviaeqcé for positivé effects of school

desegr§gation for minority youngsters, and no evidence of damage to

educatién of white children. in otﬁér words,‘it is one of those rare

situations, as far as we can tell, where it is possible for one group

to benefit without apothér group'ﬁOSing. ‘t's pogsible for ;ociety to

gain if it_is done néght, including doing it from the first grade on. N
Research a[so shows that the largest poss.ible effécts come from

desegregation of minority children in predominantly middle-class schools.

/ . .
"In many of our metfopolitan areas, most middle-class schools that are

available are suburban schools. Crain suggests, even, that the pésitive
effect of city/suburban desegregation may be twice as high as the positive
effeck of desegregation limited to a central city alone. Further, several
Studies have indicated that there are a number .of school districts that
Khave managed successfdl]y to improve achievement levels of both mfgority
and white children simultaneously during the desegregation process, when'
they implement éducatipnal reforms at %he same time.
.

The research done on cityysuburban exchangés generally shows: <
(ﬁ) strong support %rom participants in these programs, (2) strong family
suppo}t for the opportun}ties that are opened uUp, and (3) positive learning

. . . ¢

outcomes for children. There are also indicptions from research showing

possible long-term after-school effects. Specifically, minority students

L) . ~ 14
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that graduate f?om integrated schools are‘more likely to go.to, and
graduate from higher gtatugscolleges. Théy are more likelz'to want to. .
live in residentially integrated neighborhoods. Their aspirations are
more realistic, and are more likely to be fulfilleq in their later life~”
than those thaf are egpressed by children wﬁg/éﬁe in segregated schools.
Not all of these findings are known 'for sd}eag nor do they have an ]
equal level of certaihty. The direéfion of the res?Prch is quite
supportive of deseg;egated education. Stated in the negative, children

in racially isolated settings are less likely to have these advantages.

”*
The Correlation of.Racial Separation with Resource Disparities.

The handicapping condition of racial fsolaiion i? exacerbated by the un-
) .
/fortunate fact that variations in the resources available for schooling
are‘linked to race. Not only are the racial differences between cities
and suburbs increasing, so are differences in ability to support education.
n_,.the difference between cities and suburbs and their capacity to

support education...is widening in many metropolitan aregg...at a
time when the capacity to support public education is shrinking."

(Orfield)

[n fact the problem extends beyond equity arguyments to arguments for
disproportionately more resources for city children. New York cities,
like others in the Northeast, find themselves with large and growing
proportiSns of minority children with extensive Wearning needs.  Many
pupils are functionigg only at minimally basic levels. Yet attempts to
remedy the financial inequities facing city districts have been largely
unsuccessful in New York State, although notable prog}ess In this

N v
regard has been made elsewhere, such as California. The National Center

for Educational Statiskics measures the disparity of per pupil expendi-




.

tures among school districts in each state. Expendiéure disparities for
school districts in each state were measured in 1969-70 and again in
1976~77. These measures were receﬁtly compared by NCES. Whild meastr-

able progress has been achieved in some states, other states have signifi-

3

cantly greater disparities. In seven states expenditure disparities
CE L . . . .
decreased significantly over that period - Caljfornia, Connecticut, lowa,

Maine, Oklahoma, Rhode {sland, and-Vermont. Yet during the same period

[

‘the expenditure disparities among six other states Tncreased significantly
d ‘

5

- Alaska, Delaware, Massachusetts, Minnesota, New York, and Tennessee.

New York, then, can be characterized as a state having one of the
p

most segregatea systems of public schools in the country; as one of tﬁg
few states where segregation is actua]]x‘jncreasing; and as one of the

few states where expenditure disparities among school.districts are in-

3
v

creasing. Metropolitan areas in New York are faced with these characteri-

stics of their public schools at the very time business leaders in these

areas are attempting to transform their industrial and commercial base
from low-skill\to high-skill fields. The ability of New York metropolitan

areas to succeed economically is intimately associated with their abil}ty
4

to adé?ess c{ty educational problems. It could be argued that no less

than the long-run economic viability of New York State is at stake when

confronting racial separation in its schools.

’

Equality vs. Choice in Public Education.6 Traditionally, two argﬁ:_

ments have been used in supporting racial desegregation: equality of

educational opportunity and cultural pluralism. in particular past argu-

ments have been based extensively on equity grounds. The equity argument, .

- stated simply, is that society must provide equality of educational ¢




th.
Y.

S
opportunity for all children and that educational equality cannot exist

if children attend racially identifiable schools. The second argument,

cultural bluralism, hinges on the presumed benefits of racial integration.
These two arguments - discussed in more detail immediately above - are

X reasonable and have been used extensively, but they are incomplete. There

is a third argument which is often used to counter the equality and

cultural pluralism arguments which integrationists have not addressed =

.

freedom of choice. This argument presumes that parents (should} have a
right to choose how to educate their children, including a right to choose

not to put their children on a bus to attend a school whichis racially

integrated. ’ ‘ )

-

The argument for freedom of choice in schooling has spread and picked

t

up advocates who are otherwise silent on desegregation issues. Milton

Fr {edman's recent work, Free to Choose, is but one example of this argument.

He roundly condemns American public schools for severely curtailing choice

in schooling. Others, such as Peter Burger of the American Enterprigse }

Institute and Nathan Glazer of Harvard, have formulated articulate argu-

ments that liberty is, in fact, the key to the American dream and the
American principle. Michael Novak has gone further to argue that equality

' d
is a false slogan which has no real place within the spirit of democratic

E capitalism. \ ‘ \
That the equality andfcultural pluralism arguments should find them-
selves pitted agéinst the freedom of choice argument is both regrettable o
‘and unnecesséry. In fact, it is (or should be) just from the freedom of

\
choice point of view that we ought to be moving ahead with desegregation.

Al

L]

Choice is an increasing factor of Ameri{?n life. In fact, Burger argues
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that people having a great number of choices is the key charécteristic of

’

modernization. Choice today is a basic expectation of people. '
> ﬂ" - ol

Public education is rumming into problems prec%sely because it does

not offer choice. Most public school students are ass’igned on the basis °

——
I

of residence, and most public schools are shaped by a conscious effort to
4

acd

standardize- instruction, values, and school climate to broad, even

function of schooling, and public education is laden with the expectation

that it will makeézzﬁg people' of the rich diversity of our population.

1

ndtional norms. This .is sometimes descriﬁed as the "universalizing" .
|
I

Parents who-have been encouraged to choose a reldgion, choose a

"life-style', choose a self-understanding (choices incomprehensible tq é
traditional society) are told they cannot choose the location, time, con-

tent or values of the education of fagir chiidren. - More and more of these . </
parents are resisting ei%ber by withdrawing from public schools orkby

;
e 4

. . 3 . . U . :
. Y'creation science'', library censorship, or objections to sex .education.
v :‘I

-

Other parents feel their own values and goals for their children threat- f‘

ened by this attempt to change the direction and flavor of public school-

).
ing. ! - ,

Educational leaders are caught in the middle.' They arengll awdre
of th; mood of disenchantment with public schools, and the é;mblekity of
the reasons for this mood. Their response has been the heroic, if futile
effort, to pr;vide all things for all students in each school and cla?s-

room. Certainly we should assure that every student reaches appropriate

levels of skill, but nothing in recent research or experience suggests

“

that we know how to do this in a uniform manner, or indeed that we are
- é .

fighting for.the reassertion of traditional values through school prayer,
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failing equally with all students. |Is.it possible that, in our‘concern
to increase ‘''time on task'', we are presd?ibiqg for a]i students what is
in fact usefuI\and necessary for only some of them? 1Is it possible that,
for others, the interactions and diversions which are now so frowned
upon are, in fact, quite consistent with/ their learning style?

The commendable desire of public educators to éatisf& all of the
expectations laid(upon them by a society which is. not clear exactly what

it wants from its schools has led .us into an untenable.position. By \
» =

\

attempting to maintain a full range of services across all’schools, the

Al

public schools are,’ by definition,,unable to provide any service to a

subset of pupils within a district which is specialized, i.e., not

RN available generally. By having restricted student choice to within-

district (really wf}hin-building) options, students often faee chdicgs

which are both mediocre in quality and undifferentiated in type. Thjs

. ®
constitutesa handicapping condition for both minority and non-minority
. ' { ‘ '
students. Thus, freedom or liberty or.the greater availability of .

alternatives and choice in schooling ragper\than being in conflict with

desegregation is consist®nt with and supportive to voluntary inter- )

. district efforts. ’

\ ,

%our: Existing Models of Interdistrict School Desegregation

(]

ﬁ;We have argued that racial desegregation in New'York State scﬁpols
shggld‘be increased and that fnterdistrict methods offer the most likely
means pf achieving this. The issue remains, however, of determining which
.o form of metropolitan desegregation is most suited for New York State:

city/county federated districts; forced interdistrict transfer plans; or

0‘

voluntary .interdistrict transfer plans. Based on an examination of
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/. ‘ '
instances of all three types, the third option ﬁpgef§s to be best suited

, for New York State at this time.:

City/County Federated School Districts. ‘From its earliest history
the Southern region of the U.S. unlike the rest of this country has had a ,

strong county/parish political system.” Many public services have long
/] » )

been admlnlstered on a county or parlsh basis. In numerous cases schools

"have been added to the-county system at aflaterrtime. Florida city/
- B £
county systems such as Jacksonville/Duval and Tampa/Hillsborough are

o~

examples as is Nashville/Davidson in Tennessee7 (since- 1962). Most of
Q1

these ”regioﬁal“ efforts were in operation well befoée school desegre-

gation was a major politisﬁl issue. However, as we have seen, usually

£

with a court mandate as in Tampa/Hlllsborough in Florlda or Charlotte/

Mecklenburg in North Carolina, during the period from 1968 80 remarkable ' .

progress has been achieved- in school desegregation in many of these - -

-

3
federatedﬂdlstrlcts. In fact, these enlarged schoot dws%rlcts have

been largely responsible for the fac{_%hat the South has by fg{,the best
. _ , . s > :
desegregation record of any region of ‘the country.

More recently some city/county qons%lidations have occurred in which
1 ° :
desegregation of the public schools of the region was the major rationale

- J.

for the action. The best example is probably Wilmington/New Castle

County, Delaware. Frem all published reports this action which was man-
! 1

dated by the federal court has been highly successful in desegregating
most of Northern Delaware. (OrZieId's data indicated that only one per

cent of the black pupils in the statesjlare in predominantly minority

schools."8)

& .
As previously noted, however, it should not be assumed that the
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¢ courts have been consistently clear on metropolitan approaches. While

t e three-judge district couxt ruling in Evans V. Buchanan, or the
2 " -
HDelaware case“, was affirmed by the Supreme Court wnthout “opinion,

-

'he precise grounds of approval and the legal proposition for which

|
|
\
|
|

. 9 ' —_—

) the case stands~remains obscure.'”) There seem _to be contradictions

. . ~

with Milliken. \/ ‘ ’
Another example of a newly mqrgéd district is the Louisville/ .

Jefferson County, Kentucky, situation. Here again, the legal situation d

is complex and c#htradictory, but consolidation and a measure of desegre- -

—

gaf?%n have been achieved. .~ 0
///N\\ We have already briefly examined the tangled history of litigation
on metropolttan .remedies to achieve school desegregatton, but it must
&

- be noted in passing that every state in the natfbn.has in place mechan-
isms for consolidating school districts. These prcocedures have been used

successfully for many years to eliminate inefliciently small districts.
It -seems to us that they could be used in most cases, if the necessary®

desire were présent, to achieve racial desegregation. But, our sense of

virtually no support in New York State to merge districts, especially as

& \

a means of achieving integration. .

Forced Interdistrict Transfers. Indianapolis/Marion County,

~

the issue tells us that even in times of declining enrollments, there is
i . Indiana, is the only existing situation in wnjgh the federal courts have
1 ordered not a merger of racially imbalanced city and suburban school .
; districts, but a transfer of minority children from the central city to

the suburban school. systems. Thus, the distinct school districts remain. /

The court involvement in this situation stretches back to the 1960's, .
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and may well be"still unsettled. But, eight suburban._districts are

‘

currently required to accept minority pupils from the city and at least

%
a modest amount of interdistrict desegregation is occurring. (In .December
- \

of 1982, the U.S. Supreme Court refused to excuse Indiama From payiné for
¢ ' ’
this interdistrict remedy.) .

Similar litigation is-in process in Qentdn'Hérbgf, Michigan; §t. .

Louis, Missouri; Kansas City, Missouri; Little Rock, Arkansas, and perhéps
elsewhere. Nevertheless, giveq the legal history, especially Milliken 1,
and the contemporary mood of the country, mandatory’interdistri;t remedies
seem highly problematic. Still,: there is some-p}eced%ﬁt.

%his model is not gnlike forced iqtgadist}ﬁqm~settlements. It

places school improvement and choice again on therbpépsite side of the
desegregation argument. We feel it ‘is not the best fpossible approach. -

Voluntary Interdistrict Transfers. Probab]§ every central city

- schpol district in the United States and most suburban districts have
accepted tuition paying students from neighboring distFicts. ‘?h{i\practice,
of course, predates Brown (1954), and it was usually accomplished without
any specific interest in racial desegregation. Before W.W.ll many
central city school distri;ts were regarded to be far ang away the best
public school systems in a region, and parents from out]yingrareas were
often ‘interested in sending their children to these fine schools.

There have also been many instances of sharing of education services
among cities and suburbs that @id not involvé_pupil transfers. Staff
development, vocational and special education programs, data processing,

and cooperative purchasing readily caome to mipd. Some of these activi-

ties were related positively to desegregation; most were not.
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Since desegregation Ras received so much attention, this practice ,

. has continued and, frequently, city districts have made a special effort

to attract majority children from the suburbs specialty or magnet
N

\

schools. In most cases,“however, these effortd have resulted in a very
r ) v

modest number of interdistrict transfers.

3

There are, however, at least five more formal and slightly Iarger,
efforts of voluntary interdistrict transfers aimed specifically ét
reducing racial isolation. Participants from these five examples'-
Boston, Hartford, Rochester, Milwaukee, apd St. Louis - were .involved in

the Rochester conference. Their reports will be summarized here in a
Ve

bit more detail, because they meet all of the criteria of interest, i.e.

-

these are instances of desegregation attempts that are voluntary as well

as metropolitan in character. . ¥
v

Boston, Massachusetts. Boston, of course, has had bitter, even

violent, struggles over school desegregation:' But, the city hascalso had

some peaceful andlléss publicized '"'successes.!' There are voluntary magnet
programs that héve been more successful in attracting suburban youngsters

than most such efforts. There has also been the Metropolitan Council for

Educational Opportunity (METCO) program. 'The METCO effort is a voluntary

cooperativé activity involving the city and approximately Lo of the

sgrrounding suburbs. Nearly 3,300 childrig/were transferred in the
¢ 1)

1982-83 school year, and it is claimed that another 3,000 plus are on
< . ~ N *

.waiting lists. .

METCO, Inc., is a private non-profit organization incorporated since
[ 4

1966 under the ltaws of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts. The Massachusetts

Department of Education administers the transfer program through METCO.

o~

O .
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Ajthoughfkarnegie Foundation, federal, and othér sources of funds have
been uséd, ghe.state's administratiQe and financial support has alway's
been instrumental to the success of the activity. gince 1974 with the
passage of Chapier 636, an amendment to the»Racial Imbalance Law, fiscal
incentives have Qeen regularly available. Charles L. Glenn, the Director
of the Bureau of Equal Educational Opportunity in kassachusetts, claims
his state over the years Q?s made.a greater fin;ncial effort to support
school desegregatian than any other, and t record seems to bear him
out. (In fiscal year 1983, the state wi?¥2:pend $8,680,102 for ME%CO
alone.)
The METCO staff; numbering twenty-three at the present, in addit-ion
N to recrgiting, plaﬁing and transporting studentg;'gives Jeadership in
providing guidance, counseling, special tutoring, curricular and instruc-
tinqalservices to the part[cipants including pupils, their families, and
} their teachers.
There are no\)xtra cos;s (or financial losses) for either the sending
or receiving school disiricts. Contiq?al effort to minimize the negative
effects of going to school some d?stanéé (the average transportation run
is 25 miles) froﬁ home is undertaken. The METCO staff insist that they .
are not taking the most talented minority children from the city schools;
this point is debatea. There sas been solid support from a number of
school and other community leaders. All.efforts to evaluate the program
known to the writers have bten generally positive.

{
Given the population of metropolitan Boston, ths scope of the pto-

N\
gram is small and, thus, it doesn't significantly alter the racial

<

2.4

<
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imbalance in schools of the region. Further, thé effort is not continuing

to grow because of financial constraints imposed by the state. Ffinally,

e -

‘by way of disadvantages, it is a one way effort meaning that minority

families bear all the problems of going to school away from home.

Hartford, Connecticut. Project Congern in Hartford (and formerly in
other cities of Connecticut as well) is similar in maﬁy ways to METCO.
It, too, is a voluntary transfer program of minority children from the

city to the suburbs. .Concern was also officially begun in 1966. The

program has similarly been judged to be successful especially in terms of
*
the increased academic achievement of minority youngsters. It also has

had e}fective leadership, and particularly strong support from major local

-

v

employers.
Bdt, there are important differences. Project Conceﬁﬁgﬁas always

been administered by the city school district, and this has proven diffi-
. 'c;lt. It is, after all, extrémely awkward for a district to operate a

program that begins with the premise that it can't adequately.serve a

portion of its clientele as well as they can be served elsewhere,

~especially if it doesn't claim it can and will serve others more effec-

-

tively. Further, Connecticut has never given the support to this program
- r

¢

that Massachusetts has given to METCO. While both programs have had to
scramble for funding, Concern could never count on the state to the same
degree. Money has come from a wide variety of federal, state, and local

public sources, as well as private ones usually on an annual basis with’

grave uncertainties. In addition, the central cities are quite different

with, for example, a far greater concentration of minority poor in




s

M

L A

&
e

23.

o '
¢ -

Ha{tford-than in Bogton (86 pércént are minority pupils in the Hartford
schools in 1982-83). ¢ S / - .
At igs peak,*Project Concern transferred 1800 children anq had’
nearly 120 on the staff. Today, roughly 800 children ar; sent to the
suburbs.«'The Hartford Board of Education has votéﬁ’to’phéée oUt'tHe
program: Qﬁt efforts are underway to save it through a .regional com~
‘sdrtiqg‘(Capital Region Educational Council). Needless to say, the
future is highly ?roblematic. However, it seeqj vgry clear that both
former and present participants in the program are highly supportive,
and they are organized to‘fiéh;ﬁgér the continuation of the program.
Fund raising efforts and a wide range of political activities are a part

of this effort. Private schools continue to be highly supportive. .

Rochester, New York. The effort which js now called, Project Urban~

Suburban Interdistrict Transfer Program (Project US) in Rochester/Monroe
County,‘Néw York, is sort of a cross between METCO and Concern.

Project US began as part of a desegregatign plan in the Rochester
City School District in 1963, but it was administratively switched to the
first suburban school distri;t that had agreed{gg participate (West -
lrdndequoft Central School District) in 1973. This was done because the
city district was ineligible to receive E.S.A.A. funds which became the
largest source of support for the progéam. US has also received support
directly from the.New York Governor's budget for transportation: Five

other suburban school districts have voluntarily joined the program as

well as Roman Catholic and other private schools of the region. In

1982-83, approximately 1,000 city children are being transferred to the

\/ .
.
\

X




suburbs and roughly 150 suburban children are being transported in the

oppos i te q;rectipn. : - ..

» It has been 17 years since the first children were eccepted by the
We;t lrondequoit district, ané nearly every one of those was marked by
a struggle for funding. The progrann?as beep unsuccessful in attractinél
stable funding or acceptanceAby other suburban‘school districts.’ It has
frequently gotten, at best, only lukewarm support from the educational
leadgrs‘of the city. _Suburban leaders have received enormous negative
pressure whe; they.tried to cooperate. it has been politically contro-
versial.tgk§éy the least.: Thébugh all of this, it seems fair to say.that
one exceptionally dedicated leader has kept the project going, Dr. Norman
Gross. Gross retired in June of 1982, and the‘future1;$\?he ﬁroject is
uncertain. (Gross provided a list of 22 conditions for siccessful volun-
tary desegregation to whi;h we will return.)

However, during these 17 yeérs the éroject has been studied from

nearly every angie—gy numerous researchers. All of the studies have shown %
positive results. The participants and their families are dedicated
suppbrters. Many other persons in the community have also been suﬁportiye,
especially the print'media. Adcore Af political leaders from the city; N

county, state, and federal governments have been loyal adherents. It has

clearly been an effort from which much can be learned.

Milwaukee, Wisconsin. From 1967 until {972, the.schools of the city
of Milwaukee were in various stages of court action because of racial
segregation in its(iiigolsi The courts pﬁpducéd a'desegregation order in
19}6 (revised in 1979), and from 1976 until 1982 Milwaukee has gained the

reputation of having the most effective compliance record in any court

L/‘ : [ IS
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ordered desegregation effort in the country. Today 85 percent of the

’

87?£00 Plus children in the:city system attend desegregated (25 to 60
percent minotity) schools.

(However, there are still 20 elementary schools thé% are virtually

. 100 percent minority. The families of pupils attending these schgols
are advised each year that they may- transfer to a desegregated schpol if
they wish. A sighificant amount of extra resources’ is’ spent on téese
racially -isolated schools.)

The overall picture of intradistrict desegreggtion has been achieved
by using a range of carefu!ly monitored devices including an emphasis on
specialty or magnef schools at all levels. The focus is clearly on
voluntary means.

Simultaneously, there has been a history of deVelopiné interdistrict
remedies. In the fall of 1982, approximately 1,100 city children volun-
tarily transférrea to suburban schools and a little over 200 suburban
youngsters from 13 school districts transferred to the city. Many more
would transfer if seats in city specialty schools were available (Bennett).
This inteFdistrict effort haskbeen achieved primarily because of facili-
tating legislation and funding arrangements known as Chapter 220 which
became law in'April,-1976. Chapter 220 is described in Appendix D of
this Report, but one feature not included there that should be notéd js

wthat if a suburban district is willing to accept enough students so that

minority population exceeds 5 percent, it will receive an additional “

B 4
financial incentive. Three suburban districts have taken advantage of

this opportunity.
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The story of the passage of Chapter 220 is a fascinating one, and

. . . . . .
of great importance in any effort to replicate similar success in other

states. Space won't permit details here, but two aspects seem crucial

and they both involve leadership. First, the effort was led by a key
N $
Wisconsin legislator who served dn the Joint Finance Committee of the

legislaturex The man apparently is a very effective politician who

knows how to compromise and get things done. Second, the administration

of the Milwaukee schools was solidly behind the 220 effort and worked
diligently in shaping the bill and~giffi?g it passed. Dr. David Bennett: .
is given much of the credit. (Bennett has supplied numerous suggestions,

o

cautions, and warnings about achieving 220 type legislation Xy New York

that will be summarized in the next major section of this Repor )
All of the evaluation reports based on the Milwaukee interdistrict
plan we have seen are essentially positive, including one which document$

that the students who are transferred are not necessarily the elite of

)

the sending school.

St. Louis, Missouri. . In August, 1981, the Federal District Court

|

|

\

|

for the Eastern District of Missouri approved a plan for voluntary school
desegregation in St. Louis City and County. |t had previously ordered .o

‘ |

that such a plan be developed. Thus, the Coordinating Committee for an |

\

|

|

\

|

|

Educational Plan for Voluntary, Cooperative Desegregation became a legal

+

reality. . “
In its first school year, 'The Plan,'' as it is called, has rgcruited

. and Qlaced approximately 900 pupils from the city schools into county

distr{;ts and around 325 pupils from St. Logis County have been trans-

ferred to city schools. It is-also possible to transfer among the
] . . .
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distrfcts of the suburbs. In addition to transfers, the Coordinating
Committee is responsible for the operation of large scale part-ti#e
intergroup relation experiences for pupils, staff exchanges and
'!\ development, counseling efforts, curriculum development, community
information,.magnet school development, and parent education programs.
The entire program is supported in full by thg State of Missouri -
this includes 100 percent of transportation costs. Fifteen school
districts are cooperatfég at this time.]0 7
Personnel frém the Plan have written highly positive reports for
the U.S. District Court: No independent evaluations of the program are
known to the writers. The St. Louis situation is still clouded by court
. '
action, -but it seems worthy of serious study. b
We believe, after evaluating existing models of metropolitan inte- «
‘gration, that voluntary transfers are®the most feasible for New York
State. But, before examining the essential conditions and those addition-
al criteria that may.be helpful in achieving yoluntary interdistFrict de-

-

segregation, it seems useful to state briefly the potential disadvantages

-
of using voluntary metropolitan remedies. ) .

First, and of greatest significance, is the possibility that small,

or weak, voluntary efforts may become institutional tokenism. That is,.

minor and optional efforts may preclude major and, probablp, mandatory
activity. Doing a little could become a legal excuse and a moral '‘cop-out' .

for failure to obey the law. Further, interdistrict efforts might offer a

faulty justification for avoidiné needed intradistrict remedies. >

in addition, small voluntary plans could lead to such negative

> . 4
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situations as the following: certain schools, probably those in our
central cities, could become dumping grounds for the unmotivated,
troubled, and academically weakest students; private schools could
benefit at the expense of public schools; parents could have a reduced

impact on the schoolfng of their children; extra«lass activities could

‘become availdble only to those. children who live nearby; the strengths

of diversity and pluralism could be overcome in a mass of)conformity

and homogeneity; one sub-group of the society could be made to.bear the

brunt of all the negative aspects of transfer; resources and energy
focused on desegregatign could weaken the continually necessary effort
to improve the quality of all schbols; resegregation could occur if
narrow tracking and other fotms of discrimination and prejudfce are per-
mitted, and so on.

Obviously, these conditions hust’not be allowed to occur. Adhering
to the conditions stated below will, we believe, minimize the possibility

of failure.

Five: Conditions for Achieving Voluntary interdistrict School

~

Desegregation. o

~

On the basis of the accumulated experience gained in voluntary pro-
grams and presented at the Confégﬁnce, certain conditions appear to be
essential for achieving voluntary desegregation. For -a plan to be de-

signed and-implemented in New York, these essential. conditions must, we
- ' . ' 4
believe, be met. Secondary considerations are also presented here

because we think that at least some of them are likely to have applica-

bility in New York State. j?




<:; Essential Conditions]'

’ >

1. Adequate funding available on a sustained basis. |t must be’

specified to all potential partiéipants that as long as the'program is
meeting its objéctives - these should obviously be set out'in detail - y
it will receive adequate funding. Further, it should be firmly established
that participating school districts and participating individuals will not
: . . ) -

‘ have to bear additional financia{ costs due to their ;;rticipation. The
record has documented that uncertaint}es regarding funding and the result-
ant annual struggle to obtain support are highly deleterious. Programs
' cannot grow and prosper under these conditions. Without a period of at

least three to five years of assldred funding, interdistrict efforts cannot

even be given a fair evaluation.

2. Facilitating legislation. Since state governments are ultimately

responsible for schooéing in our society, and since.existing state laws'

have been created and implemeﬁgéd without voluntary transfers in mind, it
is absolutely necessary ‘to create or amend legislation to facilitate
voluntary interdistrict transfers for the purpose of desegregating schools.

The new or amended legislation shpuld be based on solid demographic and

social science research evidence. Further, it must provide the means for

.

achieving the first condition - adequate funding.

-,

The 220 legislation from Wiscgnsin provides a valuable model of such

L 3

legislation (see Appendix D). The older Chapter 636 law from Massachusetts

also offers some useful guidelines and, of course, there is a long period

of experience in this state to draw upon. A few other states (Ohiq,
. |
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I1linois, and California) hgve some legislative history in this regard
which provides some worthwhile lessons. Carol -Abrams, John Coons, and
Stephen Sugarman have produced, '‘The Moael Integration Act,"” (see
Apﬁendix E) for California. This proposed legislatisn has valuable im-
plications\for’othér states as well. )

We believe that achieving a combination of 1 and 2 abové is the

necessary first step in developing a plan for voiegggry interdjstrict
school desegregation in New York State. The State Education Department

4 . . . . .
has already recommended such legislation, and it has been introduced into

the Legislature, but its future is uncertain. We fully intend to push it.

3. Educational leadership. Key educational administrators from the

schools of the region must be firm in their support of}the interdistrict
plan and, further, they must provide effective leadenship in behalf of
the plan within their communities. This is not to say that a’desegrega-
tion effort will fail dGnless there is universal support f}om area school
officials, but a core of solid, action-oriented 'support:is e§sential. of
course, leadership from other persons in the community is desirable, but

without strong support from a cadre of public school 1 ers the plan
seems doomed. This propositibn has proven to be accurat in every situ-

~

ation known to us. L,
Obviously, these educational ‘leaders must involve participants and

other communityvéembers in policy making. Broadly représentative advisory
. ’

commi ttees/councils should exist as well. Participants should be involved,

*"

but wide spread community involvement cannot replace the vital need for
. s

lgadgrship from educators.

t : o

Tm—
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4. Intradistrict desegregation efforts simultaneously occurring.
While interdistrict planning and activities are underwdy, participating

districts should not be excused from internal efforts to desegregate.
This is to say, voluntary metropolitan efforts are not sufficient. to

solve the problems of racial jsolation and they must not become a rational-

. -

ization for failure to move on other activities. Further, interdistrict

and intradistrict plans must be coordinated. Some New York school

’

districts have made valiant efforts - Buffalo comes to mind - but much

£

‘remains to be done. : ! [}
. \ -

5. Vigorous educational effort at the regiaqgl,]evel. Once the plan

is developed and meets the tests of the conditions above, a sound commun-

‘

ity education effort must be conducted at the local level. The media must

- -~

be involved as well as activities directly controlled by the school districts
/ .
- direct mailings, meetings, workshops, institutes, and so on. Potential

participants must be made to perce ve the benefits. Myths’must be destroyed,
such as the claim that academic achievement for majority pupils is neces-

sarily reduced or minority sub-cultures are automatically homogenized in a

J r

metro desegregation effort. %

6. Specific educational benefits promoted -as well as general advan-

-
s

tages of a diverse student body. The promotion of equity, diversity,
' . »

pluralism, intergroup understanding 4 these are necessary conditions of the
program, but not sufficient ones. %ﬁere must be specific educational ad-
vantages provided which capitalize both on the strengths of the varicus
cooperating communities, and the potentialities of cooperation. That is,

appealing alternatives must be ‘available that would not otherwise be readily

e




feasible. It is inconceivable that this conditior would create im- g
possible, or even major difficulties. Surely every metropolitan com-
N munity can gain valuable additional educational resources when the

-

* districts think, plan, and execute educational opportunities coopera-

r’

tively.

7. Voluntary participation. While, unfortunately, it may be . -

necessary to force some institutions to'participate,.pupjls and their
families should avail themselves of the opportunity on a voluntary basis
only. Forcing individuals to participate is not politically or morally‘
sghnd. ‘

8. Sizable numbers who want to transfer. ﬁt probably goes without

saying that there must be a critical mass who are sufficiently dissatis-

L 4
S

fied with the educational alternatives available to them that they will
 be willing to move to another environment but, of course, this is a neces- g

sary condition. As on point 7 above, this c;iterion ;eems unlikely to

cause any significant difficulties. Or, put another way, if the essential

conditions abcve are satisfied, and if as many of the desirable conditions .

be}ow are achieped, it seems clear that sizable numbers will want to

LN Y

participate. ' : /

Helpful and/or Desirable Conditions
Here without comment are some other cfiteria, the presence of

\
which would be highly desirable in any region in New York, or any other

-

state for that matter. They should be achieved whenever possible.
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1. Extra financial and other incentives should be available for

schools which participqg; at higher than token levels.
2. intergroup relations experiences and training fpr participants
- pupils, parents, and teachers - ;hould be instituted.
3. Special curricular and instructional dgyelopment activities

‘ aimed at better serving the culturally diverse ought to be undertaken.

|

|

|

L. Positive encouragement from the federal government should be

‘ forthcoming.

‘ ii\ Every effort should be made to avoid the impression of creating
elite rgceiving schools at the expense of sending schoohg.' Every school
should have special strengths, and these should be emphasized.

6. Any special burdens created by the program should be borne .
equally by all cultural and econoﬁic groups, e.g., long bus rides should
not be exclusively endured by minority pupils.

, 7. Coalitions,of advocates of voluntary interdistrict desegregation

from a var{éty of communities should be formed and be active both to

share with others what they have learned, and to increase political

¥ 2
effectiveness.

»

a

8. Non-public schools shqgld be encouraged to partigipate to the w
extent that the law wili permit.

9. Double standards - educational and social - for pupils from the
immediate neighborhood, and those from further away, ;hould be avoided.

10. Friends and aqvocates of the program must be obtained from all -

segments of the communify, but special effort to galh support of the

‘ following should be made:




. . leaders of minority groups
. members of the local power structure
: church leaders
. leaders of social service agencies and groups

. . . media representatives

Other Conditions Useful in Some Situations

z

In addition to the essential and desirable conditions prq&iously

identified, there are some other criteria that have been valuable in

specific situations. Thus, 'while we do not believe these are necessigjly

233

crucial* in all circumstances, they should ET examined in any effort to
achieve interdistrict desegregation. ‘g

¢ 1. Some elements of compulsion for the districts that should be in-

\ N
volved, not for students or their familie§, might be required. This might

-might be advantageous to frame the voluntary plan as-a necessary first

step ta a mandatory one. _—

'y

i , ‘ . .
2., Periods of tight budgets afd enrollment declines have been helpfyl

{
circumstances .in some situations for achieving interdistrict desegregatioé

4
3

g efforts. This is not to suggest that during growth periods, voluntagw

-
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desegregation should be avoided; but rather, tough times should not be
used as rationalization for inaction. ~

3. lInterdistrict school desegregation might be tied to the achieve-
ment of other metropolitan goals. For example, if an area serving a
suburban school district is anxious to get sewer or water services from
the central city,.achieving this reality might be linked with school de-
segregation. The point here is that the advantages of cooperation in
certain areas - taxation policy, public transportation networking, pro-
viding servi;es such as police and fire protection, attracting employers,
admissions criterid for a public college, and so on - might be more -

apparent than those in the area of school desegregation.

i
~

~

Bringing These Conditions About in Mew York State. y

From all that we can gather, it appears that the étate role in
achieving desegregated schools is more central than ever before. Given
the fact that the state education department is the communication point
between school districts in the educational s?stem and that it is now-the
primary focus of responsibility for administering all the Féderal programs

as well under the new education legislation, the state role in facilitating

any .kind of large-scale voluntary effort is inescapable. c:{“
"} think it is very important for...(individuals seeking to further
integratlon)...to reason with state legislators and to tell them
“that it is better to do it through their own initiative than wait
auntil they have been found responsible and somebody else will decide
how they part|c1pate...(They must understand)...there is very little
political cosg and substantial benefit for the state government in

% getting into this business. The state legislatures have not ryn

into terrible po1|t|cal ‘problems about voluntary city/suburban de-
segregation processes in those states where the funds have been pro-
vided. We do not have parents camping out, and we do.not have people

33
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| extremely upset... Of all possible ways that we can deal with
this desegregation problem, this is the least controversial.
(Orfield) -
: R lnaorder to bring into being in New York State the eight essential
‘ cénditions described earlier, we propose a get of activities which codld
{ ultfwafgly result in-the bassage of legislation favo;ing voluntary inter-
‘ district .integration throughout the state. Such legislation - thought-
fully drafted - would facilitate achievement of other conditions. ¢

1 Fur‘ther,~ it is a concrete, reasonable, objective around which dro- . C o~
\ f‘ integrationis?s in New York State ;an rally. The timing geems right.

The activities, four in number, would require about one year to com-
plete. First, 3,000‘copies of this report would be prepared and circu-
lated to all iﬁterested parties. In so doing, we would be able to . 01//
comm;hicate both the need for activity in New York State among concerned
individuals such as those who attended the Conference, and we would sigﬁgT

Second, we would use the first activity as an opportunity to solicit
recommendations of the naﬁes of key state legislators, local school

our intent of seeking necessarX‘legisIation.
|
\
|
|
|

o?ficials, and community representatives in each metropoli{;n area of the
| ¥ )
| state who can help shape and support passage of the legislation.

Third, from this large list of names an informal steering committee
would be formed whose ijective would be to work with legislators, school

officials, and community representatives in shaping legislation which is

-
-

comprehensive but sensitive to regional needs. .

Fourth, at the time the legislation is submitted, all interested

.~
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parties would help to mobilize a campaign to communicate tq state
legislators the breadth of support for such legislation across the

-

state, and across party lines. .

'Th‘ four steps should be seen as providing preliminary guide-

Tines which will govern our initial effort to seek legislation."Jt

~

Is entirely likely that y as we gain information and insights from

.

others, we may need to change tactics. ' For example, igg%ﬁll be impor-
tant to understand how and why any previous efforts to seek legislation

have failed. Was the legislation itself at fault? Was too little

effort put into seeking support outside of one metropolitan area? Was

.

some important interest group ignored? As we pursue steps 1 and 2 we

hope to gain understanding about these and related questions. Based

ARN

upon what we Iea}n, we may want to refine or alter subsequent activities.

.




° K 38. '
: . < \
. | *

END NOTES '
1. Data for th'is section were drawn Iargel*ro\m Dr. Or‘fleld's presenta-

tion as well as from the following working papeﬁ prepared by him for o

the Joint Center for‘Rolitical Studies: ‘''Desegregation of Black and

Hispanic Students form 1968 to 1580“, Washingt?ei D.C:, 3elnt Center . ' X,

for Political Studies, 1982. . ‘ CT - “: T
2. Material for thIs sectlon was drawn largely from '"Legal Principles |

Governing lnterdlstrlct Remedy'! (United States Commission on Civil

“Rights, Statement on Metropolitan School Desegregation, Washlngton,
, 1977, pp. 75-104), as well as from Dr. Orfield's remarks.

3. lbid., pp. 92-93. A «
4, For this section, we drew heavily on Dr. Orfield's remarks. ‘
5. These data were drawn from the National Center for Education Stati- .

stics, Condition of Education: 1980,‘Washington, g{t..vU.S. Government ’ |

_Printing Office, 1980, p. 280. |
6. We drew heavil; on Charles Glenn's remarks for this Eec;ion. N '
e (T See: Lowe, Wiliiam T. "Strategies for Metropoljtaﬁ(éooperation in ; I'4
— . Educat}on“ U.S.0.E., 1981. T )
. ' 8. OrerPd Gary "Desegregation of Black and HispéhiCpStudents from

1968 to 1980'", Washington, D.C., Joint Center for Political Studies,

1982,

9. Goodman, Frank. "The Supreme Court and School Desegregation'', In
1 4

‘ Adaé‘Yarmofinsky, et al., Race and Schoaling in the City, Cambridge,

B « - . . i
i . Harvard University ®ress, 1981, p. 74. e
| ’ . .. .
' 3
£
b :
A
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1\‘5
10. Gussner, W.M. and Susan Uchitelle, Coordinating Committee for an

Educational Plan for Voluntary, Cooperative Désegregation of
Schools in the St. Louis, Missouri Metropolitan Afea, Federal

District Court, 1982. , -

. 11. VWe drew sqbsggntia!ly,qn the rém§rks;qg Pr. Norman Gross, Dr. Morton
Sobel, Dr. David Bennett, Mr. William Paradis, and Mr. Marcus

Mitchell in this section. Also the report, ''Metropolitan Scbool

¢ .

} Desegregation', Educaﬁion Commission of the States, 1979, was helpful.

’ .
f
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APPENDI X A

STEERING COMMITTEE

A PLAN FOR DEVELOPING VOLUNTARY INTERDISTRICT
INTEGRAT&ON.!N NEW YORK STATE

LI ¥

Dr. William J. Early, Superintendent
West lrondequoit Central School District
370 Cooper Road

Rochester, New York 14617

Dr. Norman Gross, Project Director’

Urban-Suburban Interdistrict
Transfer Program

2400 Oakview Drive
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Mr. Kenneth F. Haqris,¢SuperinEendent

BOCES #1
41 o0'Connor Road -

Fairport, New York 14450 ~

Dr. Guilbert Hentschke, Associate Dean
Graduate School of Education
and Human Development
University of Rochester
Rochester, New York 14627

Dr. Richard D. Hibschman
Superintendent

Pittsford Central School .District
West Jefferson Road
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Regent Mary Alice Kendall
242 Belmeade Road
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Mr. David K. Lerch, Liaison Director

Emergency School Aid Act Program
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Room 1628 Donohde

U.S. Department of Education
Washington, D.C. 20202

Dr. WilliamT. Lowe, Prof. of Education
Graduate School of Education
and Human:Development
University of Rochester
Rochester, New York 14627

<

Mrs. Doris Luckey )
v(Board of Education Member)
240 Weymouth Drjve
Rochester, New York 14625
Mr. Robert Gregory McGrath ‘
(Board of Education Member)

1082 Winona Boulevard

Rochester, New York 14617

Mr. John J. Murphy, Asst. Commissioner
State Education Department

University of the State of New York
Albany, New York 12234

Mrs. Jann G. Packard

Executive Secretary

Monroe County School Board Association
4143 St. Paul Boulevard ‘

Rochester, New York 14617

Dr. George .Simmons, Board President

Urban-Suburban Interdistrict
Transfer Program

170 Greenvale Drive . '

Rochester, New York 14618

Mrs. Cathy Spoto

(Board of Education Member)
5 Fairview Heights
Rochester, New York 14613

Sister Edwardine Weaver, Superintenden{

Rochester Diocesan Schools
1150 Buffalo Road
Rochester, New York 14624

Dr. Laval §. Wilson, Superintendent
Rochester City Schools k. 3
131 West Broad Street

Rochester, New York 14608




APPENDI X B

VOLUNTARY INTERDISTRICT SCHOOL INTEGRATION COMFERENCE

Adlé?f‘éeorge

©

Ahern, Charles D.

g

Bennett, David
Berggren, Robert B.

Braun, Stephen
Brown, Elizabeth

A

_Bunis, Dena
Clark, Marie
e

Cozzarin, Joseph A, N

Davis, Willie 0. .

DeCaro, Patricia

Delaney, Raymond R.

- )
Ealahan, William D.

Participants ~

8 Park Drjve
P;ttsford New York 14534

Smithtown Central School District
Edgewood Avenue® °
St. James, New York 11780 ¢

P.0. Drawer 10K e
Milwaukee, Wisconson 53201

80 W. Main Street
Rochester, New York 14614 o

City Newspaper

“ 250 N. Goodman Street

Rochester, New York 14607

Graduate School of Education
and Human Development

University of Rochester

Rochesters ?ew York 14627

12 Corn Hill Terrace:
Rochester, New York 14608

131 W. Broad Street. , g
Rochester, New York 14608

5318 Thompson Road
Clarence, New York 14031

Monroe County Human Relations Commission
80 Main Street, West

Rochester, New York 14614

5857 Palmyra Road
Pittsford, New York ]h53h

Rush-Henrietta School District
2034 Lehigh Station Road

Henrietta, New York 14467
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Fabius, New York 13063
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Early, William
Edwards, W. David

Ervin, Natasha K.

. 1
,iFahey, Raymond J.

Farley, Ena

-

Farley, Rawle

Fleischmann, Ruth

Foelsch, Clifford L.

Franklin, Barbara

?

Freeman, Diane E. 3
Genovese, Josephine

Gifford, Bernard R.

»

Glenn, Charles

Goldsby, Andra

R e

p
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113 South Shore Road

" Frankfort, Michigan 49635

Pittsford Central School
Pittsford, New York 14534

61 Pomeroy Street
Rochester, New York 14621
41 Parker Avenue
Buffalo, New York 14214

Department of African & Afro-American Studies
State University of New York

College at Brockport

Brockport, New York 14420

Professor of Economics .

Department of Business Administration
and Economics

State University of New York

College at Brockport

Brockport, New York 14420

160 Allens Creek fggd
Rochester, New Yokd 14618

Hilton Central School
Hilton, New York 14468

© -

177 Clinton Avenue, North
Urban League of Rochester
Rochester, New York 14604

353 Fielg Star
Rochester, New York 14620

L41 Selye Terrace
Rochester, New York 14613

Administrative Building
University of Rochester
Rochester, New York 14627

Bureau of Equal Educgtlonal Opportunity
Commonwealth of Massachusetts
Department of Education

1385 Hancock Street . : XS
Quincy, Massachusetts 02169 o
190 W. Bloomfield Road I
Pittsford, New York 14534 RSO
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Gray, LaRuth H.

Grella, Karen
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Guttman, Julia

Gross, Norman N. & Shirley

Hale, Phale

Harris, Kenneth F.

Hentschke, Guilbert '

-

Hibschman, Richard D.

Itkin, Sam !

Johnson, George F.
Johnson, Loretta

Johnson, William A. Jr.

Kaufman, Adam D., Esq.

o /// Kendall, Mary Alice

K1limschot, Joseph

Cit9 School- District
515 North Avenue
New Rochelle, New York 10801

162 Gregory Hill Road
Rochester, New York 14620

148 Seville Drive
Rochester, New YorkR 14617

900 D. MacLaren Drive, North
Palm Harbor, Florida 33562

Rochester City School District
131 West Broad Street
Rochester, New York‘lh608

4) 0'Connor Road
Fairport, New York 14450

Graduate School of Education
and Human Development

University of Rochester

Rochester, New York 14627

Pittsford Central Schools
Pittsford, New York 14534

West lrondequoit Central School District D

370 Cooper Road
Rochester, New York 14617

Xerox Square
Rochester, New York 14693

13] Broad Street
Rochester, New York 14608

Urban League of Rochester
177 N. Clinton Avenue
Rochester, New York 14604

City School District
131 W, Broad Street )
Rochester, New York 14608

242 Belmeade Road .~
Rochester, New York 14617

119 South Avenue
Webster, New York 14580
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Kosciolek, Barbara
Lederer, Nancy
Lofton, Josh M.

Lowe, Jean
i

Lowe, William T.

- ¢
-

Luckey, Doris W.

Mack, Barbara

McGuire, Dan
McClendon, Key E.

McCullough, Marie
McGee, Joan

McGrath, Robert Gregory

Marcus, Jerry
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139 Gilman Road
Churchville, New York 14428

41 0'Connor Road
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13

305 Aberdeen Street
Rochester, New York 14619

L2 Atkinson Street
Rochester, New York 14608

Graduate School of Education
and Human Development
University of Rochester

"Rochester, New York 14627

240 Weymouth Drive
Rochester, New York 14625

Division of Intercultural Relations

The University of the State of New York
State Education Department

Albany, New York 12234

119 South Avenue
Rochester~New York

96 Deerfield Drive
Rochester, New York 14609

Times Union
55 Exchange Street

‘Rochester, New York 14614
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. 240 Powers Building

Rocliester, New York 14614

1082 Winona Boulevard
Rochester, New York 14617
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White Plains, New York 10605
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Webster, New York 14580 e
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0'Mara, John F.
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Packard, Jann
Paraais, William F.
Piccarreto, Nancy

Poteat, Carol M.
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131 W. Broad Street )
Rochester, New York 14608 :

"Syracuse City School District
- 409 W. Genesee Street"

Syracuse, New York 13202 Y

131 W. Broad Street
Rochester, New York 14608

486 Marsh Road .o
Pittsford, New York 14534 -

" METCO

55 Dimock Street
Roxbury, Massachusetts 02119

75 Park Acre Road
Rochester, [New York 14623
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L245 East Avenue
Rochester, New York 14610

32 Autumn' Oak Circle
Penfield, New York 14526 .

‘'Wheatland-Chili Central School

940 North Road
Scottsville, New York 14543
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Department of Political Science
5828 S. University

Chitago, I1linois 60637

4143 St. Paul Boulevard
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Project Concern Administrator
128 Westland Street
Hartford, Connecticut 006720

Rochester City School bistrict
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Rochester, New York 14608

Director, Pupil Personnel Services

NYC Board of Education

110 Livingstone Street
Brooklyn, New York 11201
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Samuels, Séymour
Schloss, Morley
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Shafer, Joﬁn R.
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Summers, Nancy
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. Pittsford, New York 14534
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Roches}er, New York 14616

! '

131 W. Broad Street
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56 Rensselaer Drive
Rochester, New York 14618
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Rochester, New York 14607

217 Northfield Road
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170 Greenvale Drive
Rochester, New York 14618

211 W, 56th Street
New York, New York 10019

307 Hudson AVenue
Albany, New York 12210

.5 Fairview Heights
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1500 Buffalo Road
Rochester, New York 14624
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Weaver, (Sister) M. Edwardine 1150 Buffalo Road
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. PROGRAM

Voluntarny Tnterdistnict Schogl In,teg,w..i‘:éon Conference N

Sheraton Inn Rochester Aigport, 1100 Brooks Ave., Rochester, New York, 14624

Sponsored by the URBAN-SUBURBAN INTERDISTRICT TRANSFER PROGRAM in cooperation with
. the Graduate School of Educaticn and Human Development, Un:versnty of Rochester, with
financial support from the Marie C. and Joseph C. Wilson Foundation.

"To develop a specific plan fon improving and expanding
voluntarny interdisinict integnration in New York State.”

Sunday, November 7, 1982

6:45 P.M. Registration and Cash Bar
P.M. Dinner
P.M Professor Guilbert Hentschke, GSEHD,

"Overview of the Conference”

8:30 P.M.. - Chair, Dr. Bernard R. Gifford, Vice President, Uﬁiversity
. of Rochester

Dr. Ben Williams, AssOcnate Superintendent,
Chicago Public Schools, and former Director of the
National Project on Desegregation Strategies of E.C.S.,

"Desegregation: A Vehicle fon Education Renewal”

Dr. Laval Wilson, Superintendent of the Rochester City
School District,

~

Reaction and Discussion - .
Monday, November 8, 1982
9:00 A.M. " Chair, Jann Packard, Executive Directof of tife MonrOe.County
. School Boards Association

Dr. Norman Gross, Director of Project Urban-Suburban lnterdts-
trict Transfer Program (Retired),

M"yhat Have We Leaured grom Project US?”
Reactor, Honorable Mary Alice Kendall, Regent of New York State

’ 10:45 A.M. Refreshments .

11:00 A.M Dr. Mort Sobel, Specialist\in Educational lntegration, NYSED,

(Retired), )
"Vozumtmy Integrati -Succe/sa & Fo,,dwneé in New Yonk State”
, : ’ Discussion

12 Noon-1:45 Lunch Session N
Chatr, Mrs. Cathy Spoto, Rochester City School Board
Dr. David M. Bennett, Deputy Supertntendent of the Milwaukee 7

’ Schools, ‘

"Integration Effonts in Hilwaukee, Wiscomsin” g

Discussion
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'Z:Qb:P.M. "Chair, Dr. George Simmons, Dnrector of Project Urban-
R “Suburban Interdistrict Transfer Program-
" ; . Mr. William F. Paradis, Admunnstrator, Project Concern,
Hartford, Connecticut,

"The. Project Conce)m Story - What We Have Leasuied”

"The NETCO Stony - What We Have Leaned”

S - T pr. €tharles Glenn, Director, éqreau of Equal Educational
. - Opportunity, Massachusetts Department of Education, .

"QYhat SED Can and Cait't Do” il

Discussion

- ¢ e
-

Monday Evening’ - . ' T : \
N scheduled program. Discussion and séciability opportunities
/3 ug l‘g; available,

’

Tuésday, November 9,

.

9:00 A.M. Chair, Dr. William Johnson, Direktor, Urban nggu; of Rochéster

, | Professor Gary Orfield, University of Chicago,
) ; f Majon Positive and Negative Forces in
- . ' | Achieving School Integration”
10:15 A.M. . Refreshments . .
Reac,to;z/s
. ? Mrs. Barbara Mack, Division of Intercultural Relations,
\‘ - N.Y.S.E.D.
1 /' ”Faom the Perspective of the N.V.S.E. D."
) / / Mr. Lionel R. Meno, Superintendent, Syracuse City School DlStrlCt,
;f- "Enom the Perspective of a City School Supetiintendent”
§f Dr. William'Early, Superintendent, West lrondequoit Central
Y/ School District, (Retired),
5% - . "From the Penspective of a Subunban Schooz Supemcntenden
QY 1 ' - Discussion
12 Noon , Adjourn

.
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APPENDIX D 48.
- Chapter 220 Law, Wnsconsnn

Chapter 220 was signed into law in April, 1976,\|n the State of Wisconsin.

An unprecedented piece of legislation, it declared ''that it is the announced
policy of the state to facilitate the transfer of students between schools
and between school districts to promote cultural and racial integration.....
that it is a proper state expense to encourage~such transfers through the
provision of special aids." :

There-are two sections of Chapter 220. The firét section provides aids for
transfer of students among schools within a single school district. Indi-
vidual schools are classified as minority schools iff they have 30 percent or
more minority students living in the attendance area\surrounding the school.
A 220 transfer then is one that has a minority student moving from a minority
school to a non-minority school, or a non-minority stldent moving from a non-
minority schdol to a,.minority school. Each of thesef220 eligible transfers
is counted 1.325 for state aid purposes. This was dhanged from 1.2 plus

, transportation in the old plan. In order to be eligible for aid, student
transfers among schools within a single school district must be either volun-
tary or the consequence of a court imposed and Board-adopted plan

The second section of the law has to do with interdistrict transfers. |If a
pupil transfers from one school district to another and meets the racial
balance eligibility previously described, the losing district is entitled to
count the student for state aid purposes as if the student were. enrolled in
that QIstrlct .. The receiving district is entitled to an amount equal to the
average cost of educating that student in their district. Al1 transportation
costs are picked up for interdistrict transfers.

Transfers between school districts must be the result of a recommendation
from a planning council, five members from each school district, making a
recommendation to their respective Boardg. A subsequent contract between the
two participating district Boards details the number, grade levels, and other
characteristics of the transfer openings. Participation by individual students ,
in interdistrict transfers is completely voluntary, moreover, the districts are

¢ not compelled to create a contract for 220 transfers. The only compulsory
aspect of interdistrict transfers is the state requirement that all school
districts wholly or partially within Milwaukee County must establish a plannung(’

council. —
Intradistrict (Milwaukee) Interdigtrict (Milw. & Suburbs)
. N No. of 3 )
No. of Participating Transf. Transf. ' Intra & Inter
School Eligible Sub. Districts to Sub. to Milw. / '
Year Transfers (17 Eligible) from Milw.from Sub. Aid Transporta.
1976-77 * 10,500 8 330 33 $ 3,862,379 $2,850,000
1977-78 15,177 12 608 105 $ 6,617,473 $4.914,000 -
1978-79 18,300 . 12 798 102 $ 8,729,672 $4,800,000 -
1979-80 22,459 12 . 916 . 133 $15,000,000 § 590,000 °
1980-81 . 23,000 13 1,015 160  $16,200,000 § ‘700,000

«* N '

*Reflects only interdistrict transfers
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APPENDIX E
The Model Integration Incentive Act (From Abrams, Carol, John Coons,

and Stephen Sugarman, “School Integration Through Carrots, Not Sticks,"
Theory Into Practice, 2/78, pp 23-31.)

Section 1. CIassnfled Groups. Pursuant to regulations adopteJ by the
Superintendent of Public Instruction, elementary and secondary school
pupils shall be classified into six groups: Asian or Pacific Islander
(not Filipino), Black (not of Hispanic origin), Filipino, Hispanic,
American Indian or Alaskan Native, and White (not of Hispanic origin).
Students who are members of the first five classified groups shall be con-
sidered minority students for purposes of this chapter. ’

Section 2. Intradistrict Integration Bonuses. The Superintendent of Pub-
lic Instruction shall apportion to each school district an intradistrict
Integration bonus in the amount of five hundred dollars ($500) annually
for each pupil who is not a member of the largest classified gfoup attend-
ing.his or her individgal school; provided that the following conditions
are met:.

-
4

(1) the school district has a pupil concentration of at least
5 percent of two or more of - the six classified groups. .

(2) the school district has adopted an integration plan that
has been approved by the Integration Division of the
Depar;ment of Education established under Section 5. Such

¢ plan shall contain the following provisions: .

(i) the bonus shall be spent in the school in
which it is generated;
(ii) . the bonus shall be used to assure to,each
pupil an appropriate integrated educational T
experience, and in particular to provide for
the cultural and linguistic needs of the
minority students in the school; o
(iii) the professional staff of the school receiv-
Y ing the bonug shall be broadly representa-
tive of the groups: attending the school or
shall have received appropriate training in
providing lntegrated educat ion; and
(iv) each school receiving bonys moneys sha}l
organize a parental advisory bydy represent-
ing_the school. This group may' make recom-
‘ . mendations ‘concerning the use of bonus moneys. .

Provided further that (1) while a school district may develop a plan’ for | ,
only some of its schools, its e]lglbl]lty for bonus funds shall be limited )

to those schools included in the plan; and (2) no money shall pe apportioned

with respect to any pup|I whose parent or guardian has not given his in- — —— """
formed consent to his placement in a particular school if that school is
.any other than the school of .the appropriate grade Tevel closest to the
pupil's home.

\

*
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o " Section 3. Extradistrict Integration Bonuses.
Ty (a) For purposes of this section and Section 4. ,
. - . ” n;
(1) A qualifying school may be either (i) any public school
outside the district of the pupil's residence or (ii) any® :
private school which satisfies the general requirements
f L3 . 3 . o
/S . for private schools in this state .
(2) A qualifying integrated school is a QUalifyinEaschool .
whose tuition-paid pupils do not belong to the classified
group that is the largest in the school.
’ (3) A tuition-paid pupil is one whose school district, pur-
’ suant to this section, pays his full tultlon at a quallfy-
ing |ntegrated school.
(b) in order to participate in the program established by.this\sections
- - school districts and qualifying integrated schools may contract for the
purpose of providifg pupils with an education in an integrated environ-
. ment, and’ pursuant to such contracts, sending school districts shall
0T pay the amount of the full tuition of the quallfylgg integrated school;
provided, however, that (1) in the case of a publit qualifying inte-

"o . grated schqol, the contract shall be made on its behalf by its school
district; and (2) for all quallfylng integrated schools, the tuition
amouht shall, within ‘reasonable minimum and maximum distances, inciude
arrandements’ for and provision of free transportation to and from the

) school. . ‘ .
(c) A tdﬁtion -paid pupil shall be counted as part of the average daily at-

tendance of the school, district which contracts for his -education at
the quallfylng |htegrated school angd pursuant to that contract pays

“=fthe full tuition. A tuition-paid pupil shall count as a pupll of the

(d)-

qualifying.school for purpose of group counts within that school but
not for purpOSes of funding under Section 2. .

- 4

The Superintendent of Public lnstructlon shal] make apportlonments as .
follows. ]
(l) to each quallfylng integrated’ school an extradlstrict
‘integration bonus in the amount of five hundred dollars , .
($500) for each tuition-paid pupil, and .
(2) to each schoo} gdistrict contracxlng out pupils under
* " this Section fiVve hundred dollars ($500)-times the Aumber
by which the pupils contracted qut-by the district ex~
‘ceeds the tuition- paid pupils received by the district,
o prgvrded that' no funds for any tuition-paid pupil-shall .
" - he apborffcned unless the followrng condltlons are met

R with (espect to such pupll . , N

©
*+
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(1) thE contract shall occur pursuant to a plan which
has been adopted by the_sending school district
and the receiving school district or,private
- school approved by™the integration Division,
which plan shall provide that (A) the receiving
school will provide appropriate integrated ed-
ucational experiences and will provide for the
special linguistic and cultural needs of its :
“minority pupils, and (B) if the receiving school <N
has more than 15 tuition-paid pupils, shall be =
organized by the school to make recommendations
concerning the use of bonus dollars; and
(ii) the informed consent of the parent or guardian
of the contracted pupil has been obtained.
Section 4. Right to lntegration Any pupil who is not a member of the
largest classified group in-his district, but is a member of the Jargest
classified ‘group in his school may, through his or her parent or guardlan,
request to be transferred to a public school in his district in which he
would not be a member of the largest classified group. If suchrequest is
not granted, his district, at the request of the parent or guardian shall
be obligated to contract for his education, pursuant to Section 3, as a
tuition-paid pupll in a qualifying integrated school to which he has been
accepted and in which|he will. not be a member of the largest classified
group: provided that|his classified group is proportionally smaller in
the receiving school than in the sending school; and provided further that
his tuition is in an amount that does not exgeed his district's average
expenditure per pupil in a comparable grade. . .

N

Section 5. State Responsnbllygy

~

(a) A division of the Department of Education to be known as the lntegration
Division shall be established to administer this chapter. There shall be
appropriated $ for the use of this Division. ThemSuperintendent
of Public Instruction and the Integration Division shall provide to the .legis-
lature an annual report and evaluation of the results of the program.

(b) The Division shall have the respong?bility of approVing integration
plans submitted pursuant to this chapter. Any plan which furthers integra-
tion, fulfills the requlrements of this chapter, and provides for the inter- - e
ests .of minority students in each partic;patlng school shall be approved by
the Drvnsaon In determining whether the conditions of this chapter are met,
the lntegratlon Division will, whenever possible, give deference to school
district” annbvatlon and discretion. .

(c) In addjtion to any other appropriations under this chapter, there shall-
_be. approprlated $ to the Division to be~awarded to applying
s¢hool. di'stricts (1) as planning grants to be used by the school districts
to formulate and organize |ntegrat|on plans subjéct to Division approval and
(2) to furid selected pilot efforts in different forms of integrated educa-

tional experlences

» \‘
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(d) The SuperintendentAof Public tnstruction, with the advice of the
Integration Division shall adopt regulatjons implementing this chapter,
including regulations which shall determine how to deal with school

population turnover and any ensunng altered entitlement to bonus funds
during’the course of a year. ,

(e) The Superintendent of Public Instruction shall assure through appro-
priate regulation that school districts-inform all families of the,
opportunities for integrated education available under this chapter and
particularly under Section 4. This right to information shall be enforce-
able by parents in a private cause of action in which there may be awarded
monetary damages and attorney fees.
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TOWARD INCREASED VOLUNTARY INTERDISTRICT
INTEGRATION IN NEW YORK

Abstract R

While racial isoTation has been greatly reduced in schools in other
parts of the United States, schools in the Northeast, and New York State
in particular, are among the most segregated. Among the causes of this
problem is the absence of circumstances in the Northeast which fostered
judicial (court ordered) remedies elsewhere in the U.S.

There exists today a large enough body of empirical evidence on
the positive effects of integrated education to suggest that schooling

. in racial isolation constitutes an educational handicap. This is partic-
ularly true in New York State where school districts are increasingly
racially identifiable, and resource disparities among school districts |
are increasing.

0f the threg\models of interdistrict desegregation that have been
implemented in the Unite® States, voluntary interdistrict transfer plans
appear to be most practical in New York State. Experience from five
such programs - Boston, Hartford, Milwaukee, Rochester, and St. Louis -
suggests that there are several major and numerous minor conditions
which must be met in order for such a model to succeed. Chief among
these conditions is state level legislation which fosters incentives
for voluntary interdistict programs.
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